Agricultural Crop Production Industry Compliance and Enforcement History

V. COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT HISTORY
V.A. Background

Until recently, EPA has focused much of its attention on measuring
compliance with specific environmental statutes. This approach allows the
Agency to track compliance with the Clean Air Act, the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, the Clean Water Act, and other
environmental statutes. Within the last several years, the Agency has begun to
supplement single-media compliance indicators with facility-specific,
multimediaindicators of compliance. In doing so, EPA isin abetter position
to track compliance with all statutes at the facility level and within specific
industrial sectors.

A magjor step in building the capacity to compile multimedia data for industrial
sectors was the creation of EPA's Integrated Data for Enforcement Analysis
(IDEA) system. IDEA hasthe capacity to "read into" the Agency's single-
media databases, extract compliance records, and match the records to
individual facilities. The IDEA system can match air, water, waste,
toxicg/pesticides, EPCRA, Toxics Release Inventory (TRI), and enforcement
docket records for a given facility and generate alist of historical permit,
inspection, and enforcement activity. IDEA also has the capability to analyze
data by geographic area and corporate holder. Asthe capacity to generate
multimedia compliance data improves, EPA will make available morein-
depth compliance and enforcement information. Additionaly, EPA is

devel oping sector-specific measures of success for compliance assistance
efforts.

V.B. Compliance and Enfor cement Profile Description

This section uses inspection, violation, ] .

d enf dataf he IDEA Note: Many of the previously
anden orcemept .ata rom.t € published sector notebooks
system to provide information about the contained a chapter titled

historical compliance and enforcement “ Chemical Release and Transfer
activity of this sector. While other Profile” Theinformation and
sector notebooks have used Standard data for that chapter were taken
Industrial Classification (SIC) datafrom primarily from EPA’s Toxic

the Toxics Release Inventory System Release Inventory (TRI). Because
(TRIS) to define their data sampling theindusiries discussed in this
universes, none of the SIC codes notebook do not, in general,

directly report to TRI, that chapter
has not been included in this
sector notebook.

associated with the crop production
sectors identifies facilities that report to
the TRI program. As such, sector-
defining data have been provided from
EPA data systems linked to EPA’ s Facility Indexing System (FINDS), which
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tracks facilitiesin all media databases. This section does not attempt to define
the actual number of facilities that fall within each sector. Instead, the section
portrays the records of a subset of facilities within the sector that are well
defined within EPA databases.

As acheck on the relative size of the full sector universe, most notebooks
contain an estimated number of facilities within the sector according to the
Bureau of Census. With sectors dominated by small businesses, such as metal
finishers and printers, the reporting universe within the EPA databases may be
small in comparison to Census data. However, the group selected for
inclusion in this data analysis section should be consistent with this sector’s
general make-up.

Before presenting the data, the next section defines general terms and the
column heads used in the data tables. The data represent a retrospective
summary of inspections and enforcement actions and solely reflect EPA, state,
and local compliance assurance activities that have been entered into EPA
databases. To identify trends, EPA ran two data queries, one for five calendar
years (March 7, 1992 to March 6, 1997) and the other for a twelve-month
period (March 7, 1996 to March 6, 1997). Thefive-year analysis gives an
average level of activity for that period for comparison to the more recent
activity.

Because most inspections focus on single-media requirements, the data
gueries presented in this section are taken from single media databases. These
databases do not provide data on whether inspections are state/local or EPA-
led. However, the table breaking down the universe of violations does give
the reader a crude measurement of the EPA’s and state' s efforts within each
media program. The presented data illustrate the variations across EPA
regions for certain sectors.* This variation may be attributable to state/local
data entry variation, specific geographic concentrations, proximity to
population centers, sensitive ecosystems, highly toxic chemicals used in
production, or historical noncompliance. Hence, the exhibited data do not
rank regional performance or necessarily reflect which regions may have the
most compliance problems.

1 EPA Regionsare asfollows: | (CT, MA, ME, RI, NH, VT); Il (NJ, NY, PR, VI); 1l (DC,
DE, MD, PA, VA, WV); IV (AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, SC, TN); V (IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, W1); VI
(AR, LA, NM, OK, TX); VII (1A, KS, MO, NE); VIII (CO, MT, ND, SD, UT, WY); IX (AZ, CA, HI,
NV, Pacific Trust Territories); X (AK, 1D, OR, WA).
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Compliance and Enforcement Data Definitions
General Definitions

Facility Indexing System (FINDS) - assigns a common facility number to
EPA single-media permit records, establishing a linkage capability to the
permit data. The FINDS identification number allows EPA to compile and
review all permit, compliance, enforcement, and pollutant release data for any
given regulated facility.

I ntegrated Data for Enforcement Analysis (IDEA) - isa dataintegration
system that can retrieve information from the major EPA program office
databases. IDEA usesthe FINDS identification number to link separate data
records from EPA’s databases. This alows retrieval of records from across
media or statutes for any given facility, this creating a“ master list” of records
for that facility. Some of the data systems accessible through IDEA are AFS
(Air Facility Indexing and Retrieval System, Office of Air and Radiation),
PCS (Permit Compliance System, Office of Water), RCRIS (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Information System, Office of Solid Waste),
NCBD (National Compliance Data Base, Office of Prevention, Pesticides, and
Toxic Substances), CERCLIS (Comprehensive Environmental and Liability
Information System, Superfund), and TRIS. IDEA aso contains information
from outside sources, such as Dun and Bradstreet (DUN) and the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). Most data queries
displayed in this section were conducted using IDEA.

Data Table Column Heading Definitions

Facilitiesin Search - based on the universe of TRI reporters within the listed
SIC coderange. For industries not covered under TRI reporting requirements,
or industries in which only avery small fraction of facilities report to TRI, the
notebook uses the FINDS universe for executing data queries. The SIC code
range selected for each search is defined by each notebook’ s selected SIC code
coverage described in Section I1.

Facilities I nspected - indicates the level of EPA and state agency inspections
for the facilitiesin this data search. These values show what percentage of the
facility universe isinspected in a one-year or five-year period.

Number of I nspections - measures the total number of inspections conducted
in this sector. Aninspection event is counted each timeit is entered into a
single media database.
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Average Time Between I nspections - provides an average length of time,
expressed in months, between compliance inspections at afacility within the
defined universe.

Facilities With One or More Enforcement Actions - expresses the number of
facilities that were the subject of at least one enforcement action within the
defined time period. This category is broken down further into federal and
state actions. Data are obtained for administrative, civil/judicial, and criminal
state actions. A facility with multiple enforcement actionsis only counted
once in this column, e.g., afacility with 3 enforcement actions counts as 1
facility.

Total Enforcement Actions - describes the total number of enforcement
actions identified for an industrial sector across all environmental statutes. A
facility with multiple enforcement actions is counted multiple times (i.e., a
facility with 3 enforcement actions counts as 3).

State Lead Actions - shows what percentage of the total enforcement actions
are taken by state and local environmental agencies. Varying levels of use by
states of EPA data systems may limit the volume of actions accorded state
enforcement activity. Some states extensively report enforcement activities
into EPA data systems, while other states may use their own data systems.

Federal Lead Actions - shows what percentage of the total enforcement
actions are taken by the U.S. EPA. Thisvalueincludesreferrals from state
agencies. Many of these actions result from coordinated or joint federal/state
efforts.

Enforcement to I nspection Rate - isaratio of enforcement actionsto
inspections, and is presented for comparative purposesonly. Theratioisa
rough indicator of the relationship between inspections and enforcement. It
relates the number of enforcement actions and the number of inspections that
occurred within the one-year or five-year period. Thisratio includes
inspections and enforcement actions reported under the Clean Water Act
(CWA), the Clean Air Act (CAA) and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). Inspections and actions from the
TSCA/FIFRA/EPCRA database are not factored into this ratio because most
of the actions taken under these programs are not the result of facility
inspections. Also, thisratio does not account for enforcement actions arising
from non-inspection compliance monitoring activities (e.g., self-reported
water discharges) that can result in enforcement action within the CAA, CWA
and RCRA.

Facilitieswith One or More Violations | dentified - expresses the percentage
of inspected facilities having a violation identified in one of the following data
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categories: In Violation or Significant Violation Status (CAA); Reportable
Noncompliance, Current Y ear Noncompliance, Significant Noncompliance
(CWA); Noncompliance and Significant Noncompliance (FIFRA, TSCA, and
EPCRA); Unresolved Violation and Unresolved High Priority Violation
(RCRA). The values presented for this column reflect the extent of
noncompliance within the measured time frame, but do not distinguish
between the severity of the noncompliance. Violation status may be a
precursor to an enforcement action, but does not necessarily indicate that an
enforcement action will occur.

Media Breakdown of Enforcement Actions and I nspections - four columns
identify the proportion of total inspections and enforcement actions within
EPA Air, Water, Waste, and TSCA/FIFRA/EPCRA databases. Each column
is a percentage of either the “Total Inspections,” or the “ Total Actions’
column.

V.C. Compliance History for the Agricultural Production Industries: Crops,
Greenhouses/Nurseries, and Forestry

Exhibit 23 proyldesan overview of the Note: It should be noted that the
reported compliance and enforcement data presented in this section

data for the agricultural production represent federal enforcement

industries over the past 5 years (March activity only. Enforcement activity
1992 to March 1997). These dataare conducted at the state level is not

also broken out by EPA regionsthereby | included in this analysis.
permitting geographical comparisons.

A few points evident from the data are listed below. It should also be noted
that agriculture crop production (SIC code 01) and forestry (SIC code 08) are
presented separately in the exhibits.

C As shown, of the 6,688 facilities identified through IDEA with crop
production NAICS codes, nearly half (3,046) were inspected in over
the 5-year period. The total number of inspections over the same 5
years was 10,453, which means that, on average, each facility was
subjected to nearly 3.5 inspections over the 5 years.

C Region 7 has the most crop production facilities with 2,391 and has
conducted the most inspections (3,180). Similarly, Region 5 hasthe
second most facilities and has conducted the second most inspections.
Inspections in these regions comprise more than half (57%) of all
inspections conducted.

C The 10,453 inspections conducted nationwide have resulted in 262
enforcement actions, which results in an enforcement-to-inspection
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rate of 0.03. This means that for every 100 inspections conducted,
there are approximately 3 resulting enforcement actions.

C The average enforcement-to-inspection rate across the regions ranged
from 0.01 in Region 5t0 0.08 in Regions 1 and 2.

Exhibit 24 provides an overview of the reported compliance and enforcement
datafor forestry SIC codes over the 5-year period by EPA region.

C Of the 97 facilities identified, approximately 25 percent (24 facilities)
were inspected in the 5-year period.

C The 68 inspections conducted nationwide have resulted in 10
enforcement actions, which results in an enforcement-to-inspection
rate of 0.15.
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Comparison of Enforcement Activity Between Selected Industries

Exhibits 25 and 26 provide both the 5-year and 1-year enforcement and
compliance data for most of the industries covered by the sector notebooks.
These data allow the reader to compare the enforcement and compliance
history of the sectors and identify trends across sectors and over the 5-year
period.

C Of the industries presented, the crop production sector has the second
most identified facilities with 6,688; it aso has the second highest
number of facilities inspected (3,046) over the 5-year period. The
enforcement-to-inspection rate of 0.03 was the second lowest among
all sectors.

C Forestry has the second fewest number of facilities (97) among all
sectors and the fewest number of facilities inspected (24). Its
enforcement-to-inspection rate of 0.15 is the second highest, next to
petroleum refining (0.25).

In Exhibit 26, when compared to all sectors over the last year, the crop
production sector had the fifth most facilities inspected (1,012) and the fourth
most inspections conducted (1,459). The enforcement-to-inspection rate of
0.02 for the crop production sector was among the lowest rates across all
sectors. From March 1996 - March 1997, forestry had the fewest number of
facilities inspected and the lowest number of inspections conducted.

Exhibits 27 and 28 provide a more in-depth comparison between the crop
production and forestry sectors and others by organizing inspection and
enforcement data by environmental statute. Exhibit 27 provides inspection
and enforcement data over the 5-year period, while Exhibit 28 provides data
for the March 1996 - March 1997 only.

As shown in Exhibit 27, over the 5-year period, nearly three-quarters of all
inspections conducted at crop production facilities were under the Clean Air
Act. However, the CAA accounts for only 35 percent of all enforcement
actions. The enforcement actions are spread out across the CAA (35%), CWA
(23%), and RCRA (25%) with FIFRA/TSCA/EPCRA/Other having the lowest
percentage of enforcement actions (17%). For forestry, more than half of all
inspections and exactly half of all enforcement actions have come under
RCRA.

For March 1996 - March 1997 (see Exhibit 28), again CAA inspections
account for nearly three-quarters of al inspections for the crop production
sectors. And, similarly to the 5-year history, enforcement actions are fairly
evenly disbursed among the CAA (31%), CWA (34%), and RCRA (28%). It
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should be noted that 7 percent of all enforcement actions were taken under the
FIFRA/TSCA/EPCRA/Other category although no inspections were
conducted within that category. This number is possible because in many
EPA regions, mediainspectors are being trained to examine the facility from a
multimedia viewpoint. Asaresult, these actions may originate from the
mediainspections. Regarding the forestry industry, 83 percent of all
inspections were conducted under the RCRA program. However, no
enforcement actions were taken based on those inspections. Two-thirds of all
enforcement actions were taken under the FIFRA/TSCA/EPCRA/Other
category, athough no inspections were conducted under those programs (see
above note).
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V1. REVIEW OF MAJOR LEGAL ACTIONS

This section provides summary information about major cases that have
affected the this sector, and alist of Supplemental Environmental Projects
(SEPs).

Review of Major Cases

The following cases are examples of EPA’ s enforcement against the
agricultural production industries of crops, greenhouses/nurseries, and
forestry.

Cumberland Farms, Inc. In September 1996, a District Court entered a
consent decree between the U.S. and Cumberland Farms, Inc., which resolves
along standing wetlands enforcement action against Cumberland Farms, Inc.,
for its unpermitted filling of 180 acres of wetlandsin violation of the Clean
Water Act between 1977 and 1990 in Halifax and Hanson, M assachusetts.
Under the consent decree, Cumberland is required to deed two undevel oped
tracts of land, totaling 225 acres, to the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries
and Wildlife for permanent conservation. In addition, the company will
establish a 30-acre wildlife and wetlands corridor on the most seriously
damaged site and pay acivil $50,000 penalty. This settlement, along with
others, will preserve atotal of 490 acres of undeveloped habitat in the same
watershed as the violations. This represents the largest permanent
preservation of habitat arising from afederal enforcement in New England.

U.S v. Tropical Fruit. Tropical Fruit, S.E., in Guayanilla, Puerto Rico,
operates a plantation where it grows mangoes, bananas, and other fruits. On
December 20, 1996, Region 2 issued an administrative order under CERCLA
106(a) to Tropical Fruit, S.E., and its three individual partners of that company
(Avshalom Lubin, Cesar Otero Acevedo, and Pedro Toledo Gonzalez) for
application of pesticides using a high pressure applicator that produced a
cloud which sometimes would drift into the adjacent residential community,
which is composed of minority and low income residents. The CERCLA
order requires that the respondents immediately cease and desist from spraying
pesticides, fungicides, and any other materials that contain hazardous
substances in such a manner that these substances might drift or otherwise
migrate beyond the boundaries of the farm.

Region 2 also issued an administrative complaint for violations of the Worker
Protection Standard for agricultural workers under FIFRA. The complaint
cited Tropical Fruit’sfailure to post warning signs during and after
application, aswell asits failure to maintain a decontamination areaand a
central bulletin board with pesticide safety information.
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On March 26, 1997, DOJ (acting on EPA’ s behalf) filed a complaint against
Tropical Fruit seeking an injunction requiring the firm and its partners to
comply with EPA’s CERCLA order and al applicable FIFRA requirements.
Three of the pesticides routinely used by Tropical Fruits on its mango trees are
not registered for use on mangoes; their use in this manner isin violation of
FIFRA. Thejudicial complaint also sought penalties for violations of the
CERCLA order sinceitsissuance. Also on March 26, 1997, the court signed
an interim consent order requiring Tropical Fruit to modify its pesticide
application procedures to prevent these substances from drifting into the
adjacent residential community. The order also requires Tropical Fruit to
better protect its workers by providing extensive training, protective clothing,
respirators, and decontamination equipment. Subsequently on May 21, 1997,
EPA documented further violations of the CERCLA administrative order and
thejudicial interim consent order. On August 22, 1997, Tropical Fruit paid
$10,000 in stipulated penalties for those violations.

Region 2 aso has documented additional FIFRA violations by Tropical Fruit,
which included the illegal importation of Cultar, an unregistered pesticide
from the Middle East. In addition, the region has documented violations of
RCRA UST regulations, as well as violations of CWA 8404 and the
associated regulations regarding discharge of dredged or fill materials into
wetlands. EPA anticipates that all of these violations will be subject to further
enforcement action.

Supplementary Environmental Projects (SEPS)

SEPs are compliance agreements that reduce a facility's stipulated penalty in
return for an environmental project that exceeds the value of the reduction.
Often, these projects fund pollution prevention activities that can significantly
reduce the future pollutant loadings of afacility. Information on SEPs can be
accessed viathe internet at http://www.epa.gov/oecalsep.

There was one SEP at an agricultural crop producing facility. This SEP was
negotiated with Franklin Mushroom Farms, Incorporated (Franklin Farms) of
Southington, CT. The complaint alleged that Franklin Farmsillegally
discharged pollutants to a nearby river in violation of their NPDES Permit. As
part of a settlement, Franklin Farms agreed to a SEP in which they would
institute water recycling/conservation methods to reduce overall pollutant
loading to the river. The cost of instituting these methods was $89,900 at the
time of the settlement. Franklin Farms also was required to pay a penalty of
$75,000. Details on this SEP can be found by accessing
http://es.epa.gov/oecalsep/searchsep.html, selecting ‘01 Agriculture - Crop
Production’ in the Industrial Sector of Violation field, and choosing the
Submit Search button.
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VIlI. COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE ACTIVITIESAND INITIATIVES

This section highlights the activities undertaken by this industry sector and
public agenciesto voluntarily improve the sector's environmental
performance. These activities include those independently initiated by
industrial trade associations. In this section, the notebook also contains a
listing and description of national and regional trade associations.

VII.A. Sector-Related Environmental Programsand Activities

There are several federal programs available to the agricultural community to
assist agricultural producersin complying with environmental regulations and
reducing pollution. The following examples represent some industry
initiatives that promote compliance or assess methods to reduce environmental
contamination.

National Agriculture Compliance Assistance Center

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), with the support of the
Department of Agriculture (USDA), has developed a national Agriculture
Compliance Assistance Center (Ag Center) to provide abase for “first-stop
shopping” for the agricultural community -- one place for the development of
comprehensive, easy-to-understand information about approaches to
compliance that are both environmentally protective and agriculturally sound.
The Ag Center, aprogram offered by EPA’s Office of Compliance, seeksto
increase compliance by helping the agricultural community identify flexible,
common sense ways to comply with the many environmental requirements
that affect their business. Initia efforts will focus on providing information
about EPA's requirements. The Ag Center will rely heavily on existing
sources of agricultural information and established distribution mechanisms.
The Ag Center is designed so growers, livestock producers, other
agribusinesses, and agricultural information/education providers can access its
resources easily -- through telephone, fax, mail, and Internet. The Ag Center
website can be accessed at http://www.epa.gov/oecalag.

Unified National Strategy for Animal Feeding Operations

As part of President Clinton’s Clean Water Action Plan (CWAP), aUSDA-
EPA unified national strategy has been developed to minimize the water
quality and public heath impacts (e.g., nutrient loading, fish kills, odors) of
animal feeding operations (AFOs). USDA and EPA’s goal isfor AFO owners
and operators to take actions to minimize water pollution from confinement
facilities and land application of manure. To accomplish thisgoal, this
Strategy is based on a national performance expectation that all AFOs should
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develop and implement technically sound, economically feasible, and
site-specific Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMPs) to
minimize impacts on water quality and public health.

CNMPsidentify actions or priorities that will be followed to meet clearly
defined nutrient management goals at an agricultural operation. They should
address, as necessary, feed management, manure handling and storage, land
application of manure, land management, recordkeeping, and other utilization
options. While nutrients are often the mgjor pollutants of concern, the plan
should address risks from other pollutants, such as pathogens, to minimize
water quality and public health impacts from AFOs. CNMPs should be site-
specific and be devel oped and implemented to address the goals and needs of
theindividual owner/operator, as well as the conditions on the farm. USDA
and EPA issued athe final draft of this Strategy in March 1999. For more
information, the complete unified national strategy can be accessed at
http://www.epa.gov/owm/finafost.htm.

VII.B. EPA Programsand Activities

Section 319 Nonpoint Sour ce Management Program

In 1987, Congress amended the Clean Water Act (CWA) to establish the 8319
Nonpoint Source Management Program in recognition of the need for greater
federal leadership to help focus state and local nonpoint source efforts. Under
8319, states, territories, and Indian tribes receive grant money to support a
wide variety of activities, including technical assistance, financial assistance,
education, training, technology transfer, demonstration projects, and
monitoring to assess the success of specific nonpoint source implementation
projects. For more information about the Clean Water Act 8319 Program,
refer to EPA’s Office of Water website at
http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/NPS/sec319.html.

Clean Lakes Program

EPA’s Clean Lakes Program supports a variety of lake management activities
including classification, assessment, study, and restoration of lakes. The
program, authorized in 8314 of the Clean Water Act, was established to
provide technical and financial assistance to states/tribes for restoring the
quality of publicly owned lakes. The Clean Lakes Program has funded
approximately $145 million for grant activities since 1976 to address lake
problems, but there have been no appropriations for the program since 1994.
EPA has not requested funds for the Clean Lakes Program in recent years, but
has encouraged states to use 8319 fundsto fund “ eligible activities that might
have been funded in previous years under Section 314.” Information on the
Clean Lakes Program is available at the following Internet site:
http://www.epa.gov/owow/lakes/cllkspgm.html.
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National Estuary Program

EPA’s Nationa Estuary Program is a national demonstration program,
authorized in 8320 of the Clean Water Act, that uses a comprehensive
watershed management approach to address water quality and habitat
problemsin 17 estuaries. Nonpoint source pollution isamajor contributor of
contaminants in the estuary and coastal waters around the country. In this
program, EPA and states/tribes devel op conservation and management plans
that recommend priority corrective actions to restore estuarine water quality,
fish populations, and other designated uses of the waters. Information on the
National Estuary Program is available at the following Internet site:
http://www.epa.gov/owowwtrl/estuaries/nep.html or by contacting the
National Estuary Program Office at (202) 260-1952.

Chesapeake Bay Program and The Great L akes National Program

EPA’ s Chesapeake Bay Program and the Great L akes National Program focus
substantial resources on understanding the extent of nonpoint source pollution
problemsin their respective watersheds and supporting State implementation
of non-point source pollution controls. Since 1984, the Chesapeake Bay
Program, in particular, has supported the implementation of a substantial
amount of animal waste management practices through State cost share
programs funded jointly by the Bay States and EPA. Information on the
Chesapeake Bay Program is available at
http://www.epa.gov/owowwtr1/ecoplaces/partl/site2.html. Information on
The Great Lakes National Program is available at http://www.epa.gov/glnpo/.

AgSTAR Program

The AgSTAR program is avoluntary program that promotes the use of
profitable manure management systems that reduce pollution. The program, a
component of President Clinton’s Climate Action Plan, is based on a
computer model that shows the economic value of capturing the methane
naturally produced by manure.

AQSTAR, ajoint program of EPA, USDA, and the Department of Energy,
helps agricultural producers determine which methane recovery and use
technologies will work best for them, and devel ops financing sources to help
with start-up costs. By investing in these technologies, AQSTAR participants
realize substantial returns through reduced electrical, gas, and oil bills,
revenues from high quality manure by-products, and savings on manure
management operational costs. Partners aso reduce pollution associated with
water resources, odors, and global warming. Information on AGSTAR is
available at the following Internet site:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/methane/home.nsf/pages/agstar.
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Pesticide Environmental Stewardship Program

EPA’s Pesticide Environmental Stewardship Program (PESP) is avoluntary
program dedicated to protecting human health and preserving the environment
by reducing the risks associated with pesticide use. The partnership isakey
element of the program, which is sponsored by EPA, USDA, and FDA.
Current partners include agricultural producers as well as non-agricultural
interests. Partnersin PESP volunteer to develop and implement awell
designed pesticide management plan that will produce the safest and most
effective way to use pesticides. In turn, EPA provides aliaison to assist the
partner in developing comprehensive, achievable goals. Liaisons act as
“customer service representatives’ for EPA, providing the partner with access
to information and personnel. EPA also promises to integrate the partners
stewardship plansinto its agricultural policies and programs.

So far, agricultural producers have committed to a number of projects,
including conducting more research into |PM techniques, developing
computer prediction models for more precise pesticide applications, educating
their members and the public regarding pesticide use, and working with
equipment manufacturers to refine application techniques. Information on
PESP is available at the following Internet site: http://www.pesp.org, or
contact the PESP hotline at (800) 972-7717.

Endanger ed Species Protection Program

The Endangered Species Protection Program (ESPP) began in 1988. This
program islargely voluntary at the present time and relies on cooperation
between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), EPA Regions, States, and
pesticide users. EPA’s Endangered Species Protection Program is designed to
protect Federally-listed endangered and threatened species from exposure to
pesticides. The program is intended to provide information concerning and
regulation for the use of pesticides that may adversely affect the survival,
reproduction and/or food supply of listed species. Due to labeling
requirements, potential users will be informed prior to making a purchase that
there may be local limitations on product use due to endangered species
concerns. Information on the Endangered Species Protection Program is
available at the following Internet site:
http://www.epa.gov/oppfeadl/endanger/index.htm.

Energy Star® Buildings and Green Lights® Partnership

In 1991, EPA introduced Green Lights®, a program designed for businesses
and organizations to proactively combat pollution by installing energy-
efficient lighting technologiesin their commercial and industrial buildings. In
April 1995, Green Lights® expanded into Energy Star® Buildings— a
strategy that optimizes whole-building energy-efficiency opportunities. The
energy needed to run commercial and industrial buildingsin the United States
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produces 19 percent of U.S. carbon dioxide emissions, 12 percent of nitrogen
oxides, and 25 percent of sulfur dioxide, at acost of $110 billion ayear. If
implemented in every U.S. commercial and industrial building, the Energy
Star® Buildings upgrade approach could prevent up to 35 percent of the
emissions associated with these buildings and cut the nation’s energy bill by
up to $25 billion annually.

The more than 2,900 participants include corporations, small businesses,
universities, health care facilities, nonprofit organizations, school districts, and
federal and local governments. As of March 31, 1999, Energy Star®Buildings
and Green Lights® Program participants are saving $775 million in energy
bills with an annual savings of 31.75 kilowatt per square foot and annual cost
savings of $0.47 per square foot. By joining, participants agree to upgrade 90
percent of their owned facilities with energy-efficient lighting and 50 percent
of their owned facilities with whole-building upgrades, where profitable, over
aseven-year period. Energy Star® participants first reduce their energy loads
with the Green Lights® approach to building tune-ups, then focus on “right
sizing” their heating and cooling equipment to match their new energy needs.
EPA’s Office of Air and Radiation is responsible for operating the Energy
Star® Buildings and Green Lights® Program. (Contact: Energy Star Hotline,
1-888-STAR-YES (1-888-782-7937) or Maria Tikoff Vargas, Co-Director at
(202) 564-9178 or visit the website at http://www.epa.gov/buildings.)

WasteWis$e Program

The WasteWi$e Program was started in 1994 by EPA’s Office of Solid Waste
and Emergency Response. The program is aimed at reducing municipal solid
wastes by promoting waste prevention, recycling collection, and the
manufacturing and purchase of recycled products. As of 1998, the program
had about 700 business, government, and institutional partners. Partners agree
to identify and implement actions to reduce their solid wastes by setting waste
reduction goals and providing EPA with yearly progress reports for athree-
year period. EPA, in turn, provides partners with technical assistance,
publications, networking opportunities, and national and regional recognition.
(Contact: WasteWi$e Hotline at (800) 372-9473 or Joanne Oxley, EPA
Program Manager, (703) 308-0199.)

Climate Wise Program

In October 1993, President Clinton unveiled the Climate Change Action Plan
(CCAP) in honor of the United States' commitment to reducing its greenhouse
gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. Climate Wise, a project jointly
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Energy and EPA, is one of the projects
initiated under CCAP.
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Climate Wise is a partnership between government and industry that offers
companies a nonregulatory approach to reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Climate Wise state and local government “allies” work with U.S. industries to
develop flexible, comprehensive strategies for achieving energy efficiency and
pollution prevention. They help local business identify and implement projects
that often require little capital investment, but promise a high rate of return.
Companies that become Climate Wise partners receive technical assistance
and financing information to help them develop and implement cost-effective
changes. (Contact: Climate Wise Clearinghouse at (301) 230-4736 or visit the
Climate Wise website at http://www.epa.gov/climatewise/allies.htm or
http://www.epa.gov/climatewise/index.htm.)

VII.C. USDA Programsand Activities

Environmental Quality I ncentives Program

The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) isa USDA funded
program (led by Natural Resources Conservation Service) that was established
in the 1996 Farm Bill to provide a voluntary conservation program for farmers
and ranchers who face serious threats to soil, water, and related natural
resources. EQIP embodies four of USDA’s former conservation programs,
including the Agricultural Conservation Program, the Water Quality
Incentives Program, the Great Plains Conservation Program, and the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Program.

EQIP offers 5 to 10 year contracts that provide incentive payments and cost-
sharing for conservation practices called for in a site-specific conservation
plan that isrequired for all EQIP activities. Cost-sharing may include up to
75 percent of the costs of certain conservation practices, such as grassed
waterways, filter strips, manure management facilities, capping abandoned
wells, and other practices. Incentive payments may be made to encourage land
management practices such as nutrient management, manure management,
integrated pest management, irrigation water management, and wildlife habitat
management. These payments may be provided for up to three yearsto
encourage producers to carry out management practices they may not
otherwise use without the program incentive.

EQIP has an authorized budget of $1.3 billion through the year 2002. It was
funded for $174 million in 1999. Tota cost-share and incentive payments are
limited to $10,000 per person per year and $50,000 for the length of the
contract. Eligibility islimited to persons who are engaged in livestock or
agricultural production. Fifty percent of the funds must be spent on livestock
production. The 1996 Farm Bill prohibits owners of large confined livestock
operations from being eligible for cost-share assistance for animal waste
storage or treatment facilities. However, technical, educational, and financial
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assistance may be provided for other conservation practices on such
operations. Further information relating to EQIP may be found on NRCS's
website |ocated at

http://www.nhg.nrcs.usda.gov/OPA/FB960OPA /eqipfact.html.

Conservation Reserve Program

The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) is a highly successful conservation
program administered by USDA. Since 1986, CRP has provided financia
incentives to farmers and ranchers to take land out of agricultural production
and plant trees, grass and other types of vegetation. The result has been
reduced soil erosion, improved air and water quality, and establishment of
millions of acres of wildlife habitat.

With the New Conservation Reserve Program, launched with the final rule
published in the Federal Register on February 19, 1997, the Farm Service
Agency (FSA) begins arenewed effort to achieve the full potential of
government-farmer conservation partnerships. Only the most
environmentally-sensitive land, yielding the greatest environmental benefits,
will be accepted into the program.

The 36.4-million-acre congressionally mandated cap on enrollmentsis carried
over from the previous program, meaning that the new CRP has authority to
enroll only about 15 percent of the eligible cropland. To make the most of the
program'’s potential, a new Environmental Benefits Index (EBI) was
developed. The new EBI will be used to select areas and acreages offering the
greatest environmental benefits.

Conservation priority areas (CPAS) are regions targeted for CRP enrollment.
The four national CPASs are the Long Island Sound region, the Chesapeake
Bay and surrounding areas, an area adjacent to the Great Lakes, and the Prairie
Pothole region. FSA State Committees may also designate up to 10 percent of
a State's remaining cropland as a State Conservation Priority Area. The
NRCS isresponsible for determining the relative environmental benefits of
each acre offered for participation.

Continuous Sgn-Up. For certain high-priority conservation practices yielding
highly desirable environmental benefits, producers may sign up at any time,
without waiting for an announced sign-up period. Continuous sign-up allows
farmers and ranchers management flexibility in implementing certain
conservation practices on their cropland. These practices are specially
designed to achieve significant environmental benefits, giving participants a
chance to help protect and enhance wildlife habitat, improve air quality, and
improve the condition of Americas waterways. Unlike the general CRP
program, sign-up for these special practicesis open continuously. Provided

Sector Notebook Project 161 September 2000



Agricultural Crop Production Industry Compliance Assurance Activities and
Initiatives

certain eligibility requirements are met, acreage is automatically accepted into
the program at a per-acre rental rate not to exceed the Commodity Credit
Corporation's maximum payment amount, based on site-specific soil
productivity and local prevailing cash-equivalent rental rates. For more
information on the CRP, see USDA’ s website at

http://www.fsa.usda.gov/daf p/cepd/crpinfo.htm.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program

The Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), arefinement of the
CRP, is a state-federal conservation partnership program targeted to address
specific state and nationally significant water quality, soil erosion and wildlife
habitat issues related to agricultural use. The program uses financial incentives
to encourage farmers and ranchersto voluntarily enroll in contracts of 10 to 15
years in duration to remove lands from agricultural production. This
community-based conservation program provides aflexible design of
conservation practices and financial incentives to address environmental
issues. For more information about CREP, refer to USDA’ s website at
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/daf p/cepd/crep/crephome.htm.

Wetlands Reserve Program

Congress authorized the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) under the Food
Security Act of 1985, as amended by the 1990 and 1996 Farm Bills. USDA’s
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) administers the programin
consultation with the Farm Service Agency and other Federal agencies. WRP
isavoluntary program to restore wetlands. Landowners who choose to
participate in WRP may sell a conservation easement or enter into a cost-share
restoration agreement with USDA to restore and protect wetlands. The
landowner voluntarily limits future use of the land, yet retains private
ownership.

WRP offers landowners three options: permanent easements, 30-year
easements, and restoration cost-share agreements of a minimum 10-year
duration. In exchange for establishing a permanent easement, the landowner
receives payment up to the agricultural value of the land and 100 percent of
the restoration costs for restoring the wetland. In exchange for the 30-year
easement, the landowner receives a payment of 75 percent of what would be
provided for a permanent easement on the same site and 75 percent of the
restoration cost. The restoration cost-share agreement is an agreement
(generaly for aminimum of 10 years) to re-establish degraded or lost wetland
habitat, inwhich USDA pays the landowner 75 percent of the cost of the
restoration activity. Restoration cost-share agreements establish wetland
protection and restoration as the primary land use for the duration of the
agreement. In all instances, landowners continue to control access to their land.
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For more information about WRP, see NRCS' swebsite at:
http://wl.fb-net.org/.

Conservation Farm Option

The Conservation Farm Option (CFO) is avoluntary pilot program for
producers of wheat, feed grains, cotton, and rice. The program purposes
include conservation of soil, water, and related resources, water quality
protection and improvement, wetland restoration, protection and creation,
wildlife habitat development and protection, or other similar conservation
activities. Eligibility islimited to owners and producers who have contract
acreage enrolled in the Agricultural Market Transition program. Participants
are required to develop and implement a conservation farm plan. The plan
becomes part of the CFO contract which covers aten year period. CFO is not
restricted as to what measures may be included in the conservation plan, so
long as they provide environmental benefits. During the contract period the
owner or producer (1) receives annual payments for implementing the CFO
contract, and (2) agrees to forgo payments under the Conservation Reserve
Program, the Wetlands Reserve Program, and the Environmental Quality
Incentives Program in exchange for one consolidated program.

Wildlife Habitat I ncentives Program

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP) is avoluntary program
(administered by NRCYS) for people who want to develop and improve wildlife
habitat primarily on private lands. It provides both technical assistance and
cost-share payments to help establish and improve fish and wildlife habitat.

Under this program, NRCS hel ps participants prepare awildlife habitat
development plan in consultation with the local conservation district. The
plan describes the landowner’ s goals for improving wildlife habitat, includes a
list of practices and a schedule for installing them, and details the steps
necessary to maintain the habitat for the life of the agreement. This plan may
or may not be part of alarger conservation plan that addresses other resource
needs such as water quality and soil erosion.

USDA and the participant enter into a cost-share agreement that generally
lasts between 5 to 10 years from the date the agreement is signed. Under the
agreement: the landowner agrees to install and maintain WHIP practices and
allow NRCS or its agent access to monitor the effectiveness of the practices;
and USDA agreesto provide technical assistance and pay up to 75 percent of
the cost of installing the wildlife habitat practices.

WHIP s currently budgeted for $50 million total through the year 2002.
WHIP funds are distributed to States based on State wildlife habitat priorities,
which may include wildlife habitat areas, targeted species and their habitats
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and specific practices. WHIP may be implemented in cooperation with other
Federal, State, or local agencies; conservation districts; or private conservation
groups. For more information, see NRCS' s website at
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov.

Conservation of Private Grazing Land Initiative

The Conservation of Private Grazing Land initiative will ensure that technical,
educational, and related assistance is provided to those who own private
grazing lands. It isnot acost share program. Thistechnical assistance will
offer opportunities for better grazing and land management; protecting soil
from erosive wind and water; using more energy-efficient ways to produce
food and fiber; conserving water; providing habitat for wildlife; sustaining
forage and grazing plants; using plants to sequester greenhouse gases and
increase soil organic matter; and using grazing lands as a source of biomass
energy and raw materials for industrial products.

The Wetland Conservation Provision (Swampbuster)

This provision, part of the 1985, 1990, and 1996 farm hills, requires all
agriculture producers to protect wetlands on the farms they own or operate if
they want to be éligible for USDA farm program benefits. The Swampbuster
program generally allows the continuation of most ongoing farming practices
as long as wetlands are not converted or wetland drainage increased. The
program discourages farmers from altering wetlands by withholding Federa
farm program benefits from any person who does the following:

S Plants an agricultural commodity on a converted wetland that was
converted by drainage, dredging, leveling or any other means after
December 23, 1985.

S Converts awetland for the purpose of or to make agricultural
commodity production after November 28, 1990.

In order to ensure farm program benefits under the Swampbuster provisions,
the local NRCS office should be contacted before clearing, draining, or
manipulating any wet areas on any farmland.

Voluntary Initiatives

NICE?

The U.S. Department of Energy sponsors a grant program called National
Industrial Competitiveness through Energy, Environment, and Economics
(NICE®). The NICE? program provides funding to state and industry
partnerships (large and small businesses) for projects demonstrating advances
in energy efficiency and clean production technologies. The goal of the NICE?
program is to demonstrate the performance and economics of innovative
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technologiesin the U.S,, leading to the commercialization of improved
industrial manufacturing processes. These processes should conserve energy,
reduce waste, and improve industrial cost-competitiveness. Industry applicants
must submit project proposals through a state energy, pollution prevention, or
business development office. Awardees receive a one-time, three-year grant of
up to $400,000, representing up to 50 percent of a project’ stotal cost. In
addition, up to $25,000 is available to support the state applicant’s cost share.
(Contact: View the website at http//www.oit.doe.gov/Access/nice3; Steve
Blazek, DOE, (303) 275-4723; or Eric Hass, DOE, (303) 275-4728.)

| SO 14000

SO 14000 is a series of internationally-accepted standards for environmental
management. The series includes standards for environmental management
systems (EMS), guidelines on conducting EM S audits, standards for auditor
qualifications, and standards and guidance for conducting product lifecycle
anaysis. Standards for auditing and EMS were adopted in September 1996,
while other elements of the SO 14000 series are currently in draft form.
While regulations and levels of environmental control vary from country to
country, SO 14000 attempts to provide a common standard for environmental
management. The governing body for SO 14000 is the International
Organization for Standardization (ISO), aworldwide federation of over 110
country members based in Geneva, Switzerland. The American National
Standards Institute (ANSI) is the United States representative to | SO.
Information on ISO is available at the following Internet site:
http://www.iso.ch/welcome.html.

American Forest and Paper Association Sustainable Forest Initiative
(SFI)

The Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) program is a comprehensive system
of principles, objectives and performance measures that integrates the
perpetual growing and harvesting of trees with the protection of wildlife,
plants, soil and water quality. AFPA members are committed to following the
substance and spirit of best management practices (BMPs) on their own land
and in operations they are involved in with other landowners and loggers.

VII.E. Summary of Trade Associations

There are more than 200 trade associations that deal with agricultural issues.
Many of these are at the national level, while others deal specifically with
regions of the country or individual states. The following identify some of the
major associations addressing agricultural production.
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Agricultural Retailers Association
(ARA)

11701 Borman Drive, Suite 110
St. Louis, MO 63146
314-567-6655

American Farm Bureau Federation
Headquarters Office

225 Touhy Ave.

Park Ridge, IL 60068
847-685-8600

Washington, DC Office
600 Maryland Ave., SW.
Washington, DC 20024
202-484-3600

American Feed Industry Association
1501 Wilson Blvd., Suite 1100
Arlington, VA 22209

703-524-0810

American Oat Association

415 Shelard Parkway, Suite 101
Minneapolis, MN 55426
612-542-9817

American Society of Agronomy
677 S. Segoe Rd.

Madison, WI 53711
608-273-8080 ext.3030

American Sugarbeet Growers
Association

156 15th Street, NW, Suite 1101
Washington, DC 20005
202-833-2398

American Crop Protection
Association

1156 15" Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005
202-296-1595

American Forest & Paper
Association (AF&PA)

1111 19t St., NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036
202-463-2700

E-mail: INFO@afandpa.org

American Nursery & Landscape
Association

1250 | Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20005
202-789-2933

American Pulpwood Association,
Inc.

600 Jefferson Plaza, Suite 350
Rockville, Maryland 20852
301-838-9385

American Soybean Association
540 Maryville Centre Drive
PO Box 419200

St. Louis, MO 63141
314-576-1770

Association of American Pesticide
Control Officials

P.O. Box 1249

Hardwick, VT 05843
802-472-6956
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Association of American Plant Food
Control Officials (AAPFCO)

Food & Drug Protection Division
North Carolina Department of
Agriculture

4000 Reedy Creek Rd.

Raleigh, NC 27607

919-733-7366

Clean Water Network
1200 New York Ave, NW
Washington, DC 20005
202-287-2395

Eastern Dark-fired Tobacco Growers
Association

1109 S. Main Street

PO Box 517

Springfield, TN 37172
615-384-4543

Farmworker Justice Fund

1111 19" Street, NW Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036
202-776-1757

Garden Centers of America
1250 | Street, NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20005
202-789-2900

National Association of State
Departments of Agriculture
(NASDA)

1156 15" St., NW, Suite 1020
Washington, DC 20005
202-296-9680

National Coalition Against the
Misuse of Pesticides

701 E Street, SE #200
Washington, DC 20003
202-543-5450

Burley Tobacco Growers
Cooperative Association
PO Box 860

Lexington, KY 40587
606-252-3561

California Fertilizers Association
17001 St., Suite 130
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-441-1584

Conservation Technology
Information Center (CTIC)
1220 Potter Drive, Room 170
West Lafayette, IN 47906-1383
765-494-9555

Environmental Working Group
1101 Wilson Blvd

Arlington, VA 22209
703-243-3002

Forest Landowners Association
P.O. Box 95385

Atlanta, Georgia 30347
800-325-2954

Institute for Agriculture and Trade
Policy

2105 1% Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN 55404
612-870-0453

National Association of Wheat
Growers

415 2™ Street, NE, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20002
202-547-7800

National Corn Growers Association
1000 Executive Parkway, Suite 105
St. Louis, MO 63141
314-275-9915
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National Cotton Council

1521 New Hampshire Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036
202-745-7805

National Council of Farmer Coops.
(NCFC)

50 F Street, NW, Suite 900
Washington, DC 20001

National Hay Association

102 Treasure Island Causeway
Suite 201

St. Petersburg, FL 33706
813-367-9702

National Sunflower Association
4023 State Street

Bismark, ND 58501
701-328-5100

Society of American Foresters
5400 Grosvenor Lane
Bethesda, MD 20814
301-897-8720

E-mall: safweb@safnet.org

United Farm Workers of America
1188 Franklin Street, Suite 203
San Francisco, CA 94109
415-674-1884

USDA's Forest Service
Auditors Building

201 14" Street, SW.
Washington, DC 20024
202-205-1661

National Council of Agricultural
Employers

1112 6™ Street, NW, Suite 920
Washington, DC 20036
202-728-0300

National Grain and Feed Association
1201 New Y ork Avenue, NW

Suite 830

Washington, DC 20005
202-289-0873

National Pest Control Association
8100 Oak Street (NPCA)

Dunn Loring, VA 22027
703-573-8330

Potato Association of America
University of 1daho

1776 Science Center Drive
Idaho Falls, ID 83402
208-529-8376

The Fertilizer Institute (TFI)
501 Second Street, NE
Washington, DC 20002

USA Rice Council
PO Box 740123
Houston, TX 77274
713-270-6699
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VIIlI. CONTACTSRESOURCE MATERIALS/BIBLIOGRAPHY

For further information on selected topics within the agricultural crop production industries, a
list of contacts and publications are provided below.

Contacts’®
Name Organization Telephone Subject
Ginah Mortensen | EPA, Office of Enforcement and 913-551-5211 Notebook Contact
Compliance Assurance (OECA),
Agriculture Division, Agriculture
Branch
Arty Williams EPA, Office of Prevention, Pesticides 703-305-5239 Ground Water
and Toxic Substances (OPPT) Pesticide Management
Plan Rule
Jean Frane EPA, OPPT 703-305-5944 Food Quality
Protection Act
David Stangel EPA, OECA 202-564-4162 Stored or Suspended
Pesticides; Good
Laboratory Practice
Standards; Pesticide
Management and
Disposal
Joseph Hogue EPA, OPPT 703-308-9072 FIFRA
Restricted Use
Classifications
Robert McNally EPA, OPPT 703-308-8085 FIFRA Pesticide
Tolerances
Joseph Nevola EPA, OPPT 703-308-8037 FIFRA Pesticide
Tolerances
Ellen Kramer EPA, OPPT 703-305-6475 FIFRA Pesticide
Tolerances
Robert A. Forrest | EPA, OPPT 703-308-9376 FIFRA Exemptions
Nancy Fitz EPA, OPPT 703-305-7385 FIFRA Pesticide
Management and
Disposal
John MacDonald | EPA, OPPT 703-305-7370 Certification and
Training

M any of the contacts listed above have provided valuable information and comments during the development
of this document. EPA appreciates this support and acknowledges that the individuals listed do not necessarily
endorse al statements made within this notebook.
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Kevin Keaney EPA, OPPT 703-305-5557 FIFRA Worker
Protection Standards

Al Havinga EPA, OECA 202-564-4147 Livestock Issues

Carol Galloway EPA, OECA 913-551-5008 Livestock Issues

Sharon Buck EPA, OWOW 202-260-0306 NonPoint Source |ssues

Greg Beatty EPA, OWM 202-260-6929 NPDES Permniting
Issues

Roberta Parry EPA, OPEI 202-260-2876 Livestock and Crop
Issues

Robin Dunkins EPA, OAQPS 919-541-5335 Air Issues

Kurt Roos EPA, OAR 202-564-9041 Atmospheric Programs

Howard Beard EPA, OGWDW 202-260-8796 Drinking water |ssues

Tracy Back EPA, CCSMD 202-564-7076 Compliance Assistance

Centers

General Profile

1997 National Resources Inventory - Summary Report, National Resources Conservation
Service, United States Department of Agriculture. December 1999.

Occupational Outlook Handbook Home Page, Bureau of Labor Statistics Home Page.

December 1996.

SIC Code Profile 01 and 07, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Pollution

Prevention and Toxics, Draft, September 30, 1994.

Newsdletter: Small and Part Time Farms, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Fall 1996.

Enforcement Accomplishments Report, FY 1992, U.S. EPA, Office of Enforcement
(EPA/230-R93-001), April 1993.

Enforcement Accomplishments Report, FY 1993, U.S. EPA, Office of Enforcement
(EPA/300-R94-003), April 1994.

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Accomplishments Report, FY 1994, U.S. EPA,
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (EPA/300-R94-003), April 1995.
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Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Accomplishments Report, FY 1995, U.S. EPA,
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (EPA/300-R94-003), April 1996.

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Accomplishments Report, FY 1996, U.S. EPA,
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (EPA/300-R-97-003), 1997.

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Accomplishments Report, FY 1997, U.S. EPA,
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (EPA/300-R-98-003), July 1998.

Occupational Outlook Handbook Home Page, Bureau of Labor Statistics Home Page.
December 1996.

North American Industrial Classification System, Office of Management and Budget.
Standard Industrial Classification Manual, Office of Management and Budget, 1987.
U.S. Agriculture Census, 1992 and 1997.

Operations and Pollution Prevention

Best Management Practices for Field Production of Nursery Stock, North Carolina State
University Biological and Agricultural Engineering Extension Service
(http://www.bae.ncsu.edu/programs/extension/ag-env/nursery/).

Biocontrol of Plant Diseases Laboratory, Agricultural Research Service, 1997 Internet
search.

1998 Crop Residual Management Survey Executive Summary, Top 10 Conservation Tillage
Benefits, Conservation Tillage Information Center.

Effect of pH on Pesticide Sability and Efficacy, Winand K. Hock, Penn State University
(http://pmep.cce.cornell.edu/facts-dlides-sel f/facts/gen-peapp-ph.html).

Environmental Guidelines for Greenhouse Growers - Ste Planning, British Columbia
Ministry (http://www.agf.gov.bc.calresmgmt/f ppa/pubs/environ/greenhse/grnhse.htm).

Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sour ces of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal
Waters, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (http://www.epa.gov/OWOW/NPSIMMGI/)
January 1993.

Nonpoint Source Pollution: The Nation's Largest Water Quality Problem Pointer No. 1, US
EPA 1996.

NRCS Conservation Practice Sandards, http://www.ncg.usda.gov/practice_stds.html.
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Principles of Irrigation Management: Water Management Guidelines for Nursery/Floral
Producers, 1997, http://aggie-horticulture.tamu.edu/greenhouse/environ/wmprinc.html).

Texas Greenhouse Management Handbook, Dr. Don Wilkerson, Texas Agricultural
Extension Service (http://aggie-horticulture.tamu.edu/greenhouse/gui des/green/green.html)
(no date).

Treating and Recycling Irrigation Runoff: Water Management Guidelines for Nursery/Floral
Producers, 1997, http://aggie-horticulture.tamu.edu/greenhouse/environ/wmrecyc.html).

Water Quality and Waste Management, North Carolina Cooperative Extension,
http://www2.ncsu.edu/bae/programs/extensi on/publicat/wgwm/index.html.

Miller, W.P., “Environmental Considerationsin Land Application of By-Product Gypsum,”
Agricultural Utilization of Urban and Industrial By-Products, American Society of
Agronomy, Madison, WI, 1995.

Regulatory Profile

Ag Environmental Programs, http://es.epa.gov/oecalag/aglawy/.

Enfor ceable State Mechanisms for the Control of Nonpoint Source Water Pollution,
Environmental Law Institute, 1997.

1996 Farm Bill Conservation Provisions,
http://www.nhg.nrcs.usda.gov/OPA/FB960OPA/FBIllLnk.html.

1996 Farm Bill Summary, http://www.usda.gov/farmbill/title0.htm.

Major Existing EPA Laws and Programs That Could Affect Producers of Agricultural
Commodities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Agriculture and Ecosystems Division,
August 8, 1996.

Overview of the Sorm Water Program, Office of Water, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, June 1996. EPA 833-R-96-008.

U.S EPA Permit Writers' Manual, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water
(EPA-833-B-96-003) December 1996.

Haugrud, K. Jack. “Agriculture,” Chapter 8 in Sustainable Environmental Law, Integrating
Natural Resource and Pollution Abatement Law from Resources to Recovery, Environmental
Law Institute, St. Paul, 1993.

Landfair, Stanley W. “Toxic Substances Control Act,” Chapter 11 in Environmental Law
Handbook, 12" ed., Government Institutes, Inc., Rockville, MD, 1993.
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Miller, Marshall E. “Federal Regulation of Pesticides,” Chapter 13 in Environmental Law
Handbook, 12" ed., Government Institutes, Inc., Rockville, MD, 1993.

Other Resources

AgNIC, http://www.agnic.org/.

Farm* A* Syst, http://www.wisc.edu/farmasyst/index.html.

The Quality of Our Nation's Water, http://www.epa.gov/305b.

Manure Master Decision Support Tool, http://www.ftw.nrcs.usda.gov/ManureM aster/.

Sate Partners of the Cooperative Sate Research, Education, and Extension Service,
http://www.reeusda.gov/statepartners/usa.htm.
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